The common image of a female wage earner in the U.S. in the decades around the turn of the 20th century is that of a young, single woman: the daughter of her family. However, the wives and mothers of these families also made important economic contributions to their families' economies. This paper argues that we need to rethink our evaluation of the economic roles played by ever-married women in working-class families. Using a range of government reports as well as IPUMS, I document three ways in which working-class wives and mothers strove to bring cash into their family units: through formal workforce participation; through home work of various sorts; and through selling subsistence, providing in-home services to nonfamily members in exchange for cash. Unlike earlier works which focused on single locations or ethnic or racial groups or female occupations, I tell a national story of ever-married women's cash-producing work. Working-class wives and mothers filled in the economic gaps existing in the interactions of their families with the capitalist marketplace through a range of different methods. While early 20th-century unions called for the establishment of a "living wage" for male workers, the world in which those workers lived required both family wages and family strategies to bring in other forms of cash for their survival. Rosalia, among the dead that day.
she threw herself on top of her two daughters, there in the inferno of the 8 th floor, attempting to save her daughters but ensuring that her own body would be charred beyond identification. But we also know little of the rest of Caterina Maltese's life. The historical record tells us that Serafino Maltese arrived in the United States from Italy first, in May 1906 . His wife and five children arrived over a year later, in July 1907. According to their ship's manifest, both
Caterina and her youngest daughter, four-year-old Maria, entered the Ellis Island hospital upon arrival; Maria died there. 3 The 1910 census, taken less than a year before the Triangle Fire, recorded the Maltese family living on 2nd Avenue in New York city's lower east side. Serafino worked in a shoemaking shop and 17-year old Vito had begun working as a barber. Lucia was working on ladies' waists, perhaps already at the Triangle company. Neither her younger sister nor her mother were listed as "gainfully employed" in the 1910 census. 4 We do not know why How much did these wives and mothers contribute to their family economies? Once we begin to look more closely at the working lives of married, widowed, and divorced women (what I call here "ever-married" women), we see that there were at least three ways in which working-class wives and mothers strove to bring cash into their family units. Some of these ever-married women joined the formal workforce and earned wages by working in factories, stores, offices, or other people's homes. Others performed various types of home work, bringing manufacturing piecework or laundry into their own homes in exchange for payment.
Still others participated in even more informal parts of the economy, selling homegrown products or providing in-home services to boarders and lodgers. This suggests to us that much more of these women's time was taken up by participation in cash-producing activities than U.S.
historians have generally thought. We think of today's two-wage-earner family structures as historically unusual. However, the varied economic contributions of the wives and mothers described here illustrate the myriad ways in which they played important roles in their family economies in the past as well.
In what follows, I examine each of three types of ever-married women's participation in their family economies, as well as how race and ethnicity might have influenced individual women's choices. Working-class families made difficult decisions as they faced the vagaries of the labor market. While they might send children out to earn money for the family, they would also think long and hard about the ways in which wives and mothers might add to the family coffers as well. Formal waged employment, varied forms of home work, and selling subsistence (the sale for cash of in-home services) all gave wives and mothers ways to do this. Returning to original decadal census publications does not help much. The 1880
Formal waged employment
Census recorded the "civil condition" (or, as we would call it, the "marital status") of the U.S.
population, but they did not tabulate and report this information in any of their many publications.
In 1890 and 1900, on the other hand, marital status was reported both generally and in conjunction with occupations. 1920 , the census, in its infinite wisdom, only distinguished between those who were married versus those who were "not married."
7 These are the categories Hill used when he refigured the numbers for publication in Women in Gainful
Occupations.
Since my interest here is in women workers' family status rather than simply their current marital status, the census bureau's erasure in its published volumes of widowed and divorced women does not reveal ever-married women's participation in waged work. However, using the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) and the 1890 census allows us to examine these distinctions. [Insert Table 2 near here.]
So why were these women in the formal workforce at all? Why did ever-married women become involved in what the Census bureau would term "gainful employment"? A fundamental assumption underlying observers' recognition of single women's wage earning and masking that of married women's was that, once married, the husband would fulfill his half of the marriage agreement and support his wife and any children they had. For working-class families, this assumption was particularly specious. Even among the most highly-skilled and unionized segments of the male workforce, tenacious adherence to demands for a "family" or "living" wage -defined as a single wage high enough to support the male worker's entire familysuggests to us just how precarious a working-class family's hold on economic survival really was at the turn of the century. Lawrence Glickman has argued that the union living wage demand of the turn of the century was a demand for wages high enough to provide families with a decent standard of living. This standard, he argues, could vary according to race and ethnicity (and perhaps gender as well), but it was based not on a 19 th -century notion of workers as producers, but rather on the new 20 th -century idea of workers as consumers.
iii This focus on standards of living allows us a bit more room for the varied roles of women than did the concept of a male-earned "family" wage, but, in the end, it continues the erasure of women's contributions earned beyond the waged labor market. The census reporting of wage-earning and marital status has led historians to look almost entirely toward the children of working-class families in order to understand family survival prior to any sort of living wage being paid to the family's father. Doing so has made us miss much of the economic contribution made by wives and mothers to their family economies.
Historians also have paid particular attention to the desires voiced by young, single workers to "escape" waged employment through marriage. That these desires often drew the most comment from contemporary observers reinforces historians' attention to this sector of the female labor force.
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However, as In 1900, a third (33.7%) of all widowed women in the population sought to support themselves and their families through employment. Though these widows faced the same occupational choices as did other women (with wages based on the "daughters-workingfor-pin-money" justification of women's wages), they still found paid work outside the home to be a viable choice. As the widow Whitesell's family reminds us, though, a widow with children old enough for employment themselves probably would supplement her own wages with those of her children.
Death, however, was not the only way by which male financial contributions to a family's coffers could end. While today the most obvious second reason for such an end would be divorce, legal divorce was relatively rare in the years under consideration here. Contemporary observers were quite concerned with increases in the divorce rate at the turn of the century. In 1880, Hill found only 107 divorces for every 100,000 married persons in the U.S. population; by 1900, that rate had risen to 200 divorces.
14 For working-class families, a husband's desertion of the family was far more likely than was a legal divorce. In the federal government's 1908 study of "woman and child wage-earners," tables detailing the economic situations of 1,941 ever-married women workers found that only 152 of these women lived in households in which their husbands were absent for a reason other than death. Of these, just under 16% (15.79%) were listed as divorced or "separated," while 57.24% were listed as having been deserted by their husbands.
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The IPUMS figures provide us with a further window on this question, as they distinguish between "married, spouse present" and "married, spouse absent." Table 2 shows that married women whose spouses were absent had higher labor force participation rates than even widowed women (34% versus 24% in 1880 and almost 45% versus 32% in 1930). Married women with absent spouses would include those who might be deserted permanently by their husbands. 16 But the group would also include women whose husbands still contributed to family finances, albeit from a distance either small or great, geographic or temporal. These might be families in which the husband worked on a railroad train crew or as a merchant marine or in one of the migratory jobs described so well by historian Gunther Peck.
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For Italian-born women like Caterina Maltese, for example, only 8% of married women whose husbands were present in the household were in the labor force in 1910. For those married women whose husbands were not present, though, over 31% found themselves joining the labor force. Married women made up 39% of the female Italian labor force; ever-married women made up almost 48% of all Italian women in the labor force.
18
While a husband's distant job might ultimately bring money into the family, months of survival during the husband's absence might also make wage-earning by the wife necessary for the family's survival. The federal government's report gives us a sense of the potential magnitude of this; 26.97% of the ever-married employed women reported their husbands as being "away." 19 On the other hand, less than 6% of all married women in 1900 entered the labor force. 20 In other words, the experience of paid labor remained far more unusual for wives than for either widows or divorced women. For these women, at least parts of the traditional obligations of marriage still held. Their husbands still lived. Even these wives, however, might have to enter the workforce if their husbands were affected by disability or the foibles of seasonal work and the unstable labor market.
For married women whose husbands were both present in the household and employed in the labor force, probably only severe poverty and extreme need could impel them into the workforce. The case of Fannie Henry, Malinda Whitesell's African-American live-in servant, brings this home for us. Fannie left a crowded home behind her when she went to work for Malinda. Ten more children, a nine-year-old niece, and two boarders lived in the household headed by Fannie's husband, Charley, in 1900. The census that year listed 51-year-old Charley as a "day laborer," and two of the Henry's oldest daughters as "cooks." Charley had been unemployed for two months out of the past year and each of the two cooks had also experienced some unemployment. Perhaps more importantly, none of the five Henry boys was over the age of eight. They would not be able to bring wages into the family yet. 21 The story of Fannie Henry's employment, however, tells us more than that necessity propelled some women into the workforce. Her story reminds us that racial and ethnic differences among women also played a part in whether they took on formal employment. Up to this point I have talked mostly about women in general without paying particular attention to race or ethnicity. Since the labor force at the turn of the century was riven by divisions of race and nativity and the working class in particular was often marked by racial and ethnic distinctions, examining differences in labor force participation by race and nativity focuses attention further on the experiences of working-class wives and mothers.
[insert Table 3 near here] Table 3 presents an overview of the differences in labor force participation rates for women of different races and nativity.
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This All of these issues combined contribute to the greater labor force participation rates of black women compared to those of white women.
Despite their greater participation in the labor force, black women faced severe restrictions on their job possibilities. When the Women's Bureau undertook their study of women's "breadwinning" activities in Jacksonville, Florida, they found that black women overwhelmingly worked in just two occupations: domestic service (20%) and laundry work, either in commercial "power" laundries (3%) or in their own homes (33%).
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Over 82% of Jacksonville's black women breadwinners were or had once been married.
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My earlier example of Caroline Bitting's street in Winston-Salem similarly shows all but one employed black woman limited to jobs in the tobacco factory, as washerwomen, or as domestic servants.
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While white women were filling the expanding white collar jobs in offices and stores as well as the burgeoning jobs as factory operatives, black women found virtually all of these occupations closed to them. When black women were admitted to factory jobs, they often found adverse conditions.
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Even facing these dismal and limited choices, though, black women entered the labor force and made up a substantial proportion of all ever-married women in the workforce.
In 1880, just after Reconstruction ended, black women made up two-thirds of all gainfully employed married women whose husbands were present in their households. This proportion decreased over the following decades, though as late as 1930 these women still made up a quarter of the total.
v Immigrant wives and mothers like Caterina Maltese were much less likely to enter the labor market than were black women. As Table 3 showed us, though, foreign-born married women were more likely than native-born white women to seek formal employment.
Hungarian-born "Anna T." told her story to a Women's Bureau agent in 1925. Married to a laborer within a year of her immigration to the U.S., she found that "he was often ill, his job was too heavy, and he lost much time, so they could not count a full week's pay. ...Realizing how close they [were] to the poverty dead line, she added: 'So much baby; if I no work, I no eat. '" 35 Other immigrant women told similar stories of husbands' illnesses or unemployment. Mothers who made this decision, however, also had to consider child care needs as well. Southern white textile workers like the Whitesell family were among the few working-class families who could afford to hire a servant specifically to take care of young children. While other families relied on neighbors or relatives, only under the rigid racial stratification of the South could a working-class family hire a live-in servant like Fannie Henry. As we saw earlier, Fannie was no young child, but a working mother in her own right. Working mothers elsewhere in the country were far more likely to seek less formal forms of childcare. Garment factory workers surveyed in 1908, for example, left young children with unemployed husbands (27%), their older siblings or other relatives (35%), relied on neighbors (9%), or simply left them unattended (24%). 41 As federal investigators observed,
The children of mothers who go out to work leaving the house at 6 o'clock in the morning and coming back at 7 o'clock in the evening, doing their own housework besides, are less likely to receive proper care than are children whose mothers remain and work at home. In some cases the homes were neglected, dirty, and unkept; in others the children were allowed to take care of themselves or of each other, and some children had gone astray as a result of the mothers' working. 42 In order to avoid this dismaying situation, mothers of infants and young children tried to avoid
Aoutside" work as much as possible. In this context, formal labor force participation was only one of several potential responses to familial economic needs.
Home work
The 1900 census listed both Lizzie Kohout and her husband, John, as cigarmakers. 43 Emigrating to New York city from Bohemia in 1890, they were 29 and 34 years old, respectively.
The 1900 census enumerator recorded them living in one of what the New York World described as Athree big double-deckers" on the east side of Avenue A between 79 th and 80 th street. 44 Owned by the Harburger & Homan cigar company, these houses became notorious as sites of "tenement-house" cigar production during a major cigarworkers' strike that summer. 45 Lizzie, we therefore know, worked making cigars in her family's apartment at this time. At the same time, she was the mother of two young boys, ages 4 and 5. Ten years later, the census no longer listed her as having a "gainful occupation," though her husband was listed then as being a cigar maker in a factory. During the intervening years, she had given birth to one more child (three years old in 1910) and her oldest son had become an errand boy for a druggist. Ten years later,
Lizzie was back at work as a cigar maker, this time in a factory herself. Her husband had died in the meantime but her oldest sons now worked, one as a "mechanic" in a piano factory and the second as a clerk in a drug store. 46 This thirty-year tracking of Lizzie Kohout's family describes a story common to many Bohemian women in New York city: she worked as a home worker making cigars when her children were very young, left the labor market when her sons began to work, and returned once more to her trade after her husband's death. 47 Women working in their own apartments and homes produced not only cigars, but also garments of various sorts, hats, paper flowers, boxes, lace, and myriad other items. 48 They performed this productive labor on order for manufacturers who found it more economical to pass on overhead costs to the home worker rather than to provide factory space for more "inside"
workers. At the same time, home working also allowed women to perform the work at their own pace as well as to use the labor of other family members. Children too young to earn wages outside their homes and invalid husbands joined in this home-based labor. Married women home workers sandwiched their productive work for the formal marketplace in between domestic chores and the demands of their families.
Lizzie Kohout and other Bohemian-born tenement cigar workers were unusual in gaining recognition from census officials as gainfully employed workers. They represent, however, only a small portion of those ever-married women who worked in their homes for piece-work wages. Census enumerators did not acknowledge most of these women as gainfully employed, even though other governmental agents and trade union officials spent considerable time bemoaning the existence of home-based production. Because of this, we have no firm estimates recording the number of women performing home work. Numbers provided by this and other studies only represent a small portion of all home workers in individual industries in specific locations.
The voluminous reports of the U.S. Bureau of Labor on "Woman and Child
Wage-Earners" in various industries provide us with considerable insight into the decisions made by married women about the types of cash-producing activities they might participate in and why.
What do these reports tell us about how married women might have made the choice between home work and factory employment? The report on the men's clothing industry found that "earnings of home workers are equal to approximately 60 per cent of the earnings of shop workers." Furthermore, the report disclosed that in the men's clothing industry, "the per cents
[sic] of children of different ages of home workers and of other married women at work progress in reverse order." Thus, while 48.3% of the home workers surveyed had children under the age of three, 59.1% of married women working "outside" had children between the ages of ten and fifteen. 51 Even those married women who worked at home faced the question of how to take care of their children while working. Neighbors cared for the children of almost 14% of home workers in the men's clothing industry in 1908, while relatives, husbands, or other children in the family, took care of the children in 18% of the families. Over 56% of these home workers took care of their children themselves, though, as federal agents reported, "many of the home workers have no definite arrangements for the care of their children when they go to the shop to get or return work, or while they are at work." In fact, almost 12% of home workers reported that "no one" cared for their children while they worked. As the federal report puts it, "When the mother is doing the work at home and looking after her children it quite often means that the children are left to shift for themselves unless something specially calls attention to them."
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This was also true of other types of industrial home workers.
Work producing formal market goods within individual homes provided married women with one way to bring money into their households while still overseeing the care of young children or disabled family members. Home work usually was paid on a piece-work basis, theoretically giving the home worker flexibility in how much she worked and how much she earned. Most often, though, employers would limit this flexibility with demands for steady levels of production. On the other hand, family needs stretched the woman's ability to earn as much as she might desire. Depending on the work being performed, young children might be able to assist, as attested to by both formal reports and reformers' photographs.
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Many ever-married women found home work a useful means of providing cash income for their families. In addition to this type of home work producing formal market place goods, many women performed an even more invisible form of home work as they sold or traded goods or services they were also producing for the use of their own families. In all these ways, home work blurred the lines between "home" and "work," between working for pay and performing "housework."
Selling subsistence
Barbara Loukshes traveled to the U.S. from Lithuania in Russia in 1894, accompanied by her two pre-teen daughters, Cashmere and Annie. Her husband, Dominic, had arrived two years earlier. By June, 1900, Dominic worked in the calender room of the Lewiston, Maine, Bleachery and Dye Works. The census enumerator that year reported that Barbara, now mother to an infant as well as to the 12-and 13-year-old girls, held no "occupation, trade, or profession."
However, the enumerator did record the eight boarders also living in the family's home. All these boarders, six men and two women, had emigrated from Russia at some point over the previous eight years. Furthermore, most of them worked alongside Dominic in the bleachery.
Six members of the household, including Barbara, did not speak English. 54 While Barbara might not have achieved "gainful employment" status in the census, she most likely performed most of the work involved in her family's taking in of boarders.
Unlike that of Caterina Maltese, the role playedCand the work performedCby Barbara Loukshes is instantly recognized by both historians and readers of turn-of-the-century novels and memoirs. 55 Barbara, like many other wives and mothers, helped bring money into her family by performing for non-family members the same tasks of cooking, cleaning, and probably washing that she performed for her own husband and childrenCin other words, by selling subsistence.
As we saw above, some women took in their neighbors' children in return for cash or other considerations. Other women might take in sewing or laundry for their neighbors. 
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[insert Table 4 near here] Table 4 describes the financial contributions made to their family incomes by ever-married women. The first column presents the average incomes earned through labor force participation, including homework, as a percent of all the money the families reported taking in from all sources. The second column applies income from boarders and lodgers to the ever-married woman's contribution. According to these figures, wives and mothers contributed approximately one third of the money on which their families survived.
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In other words, whether ever-married women participated in "outside" work, home work, or providing services to boarders and lodgers within their own homes, they contributed a substantial amount of cash to family coffers. Other government reports also provide glimpses into the ways in which married women turned items made for their own families' subsistence into cash.
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Still uncounted are the contributions women made to family economies by producing items with use value to family members and by managing -and stretching -family budgets. For working-class families, the "unproductive housewife" produced quite a lot, even in terms of cash income.
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Conclusion
"For richer, for poorer,
In sickness and in health,
To love and to cherish, Til death do us part."
That traditional wedding vow's meaning a century ago included the mutual provision of economic sustenance for all members of a working-class family, even beyond "death do us part."
Ever-married women not only participated in the formal labor market at a greater rate than we have acknowledged previously, but they also continued to participate in a variety of informal markets as well. Married women of the working class may have contributed up to a third of the cash brought into the family. What we see as we look across both time and space is that individual women moved in, out, and in between the swinging doors of the formal workforce.
They found ways to contribute to their families' economic well-being under many different circumstances: with or without young children, with or without teen-aged children, with or without able-bodied husbands, with "present" or absent husbands, and without husbands at all anymore.
Thinking about all these different types of ever-married women's economic contributions encourages us to rethink assumptions about the "work" of these women. Women at the turn of the last century understood that they would work for most of their lives, first as young, single women, but especially hard as married women struggling to keep entire families financially afloat. Ever-married women sought formal waged employment outside of their homes, took in work to perform inside their homes, labored taking care of paying boarders and lodgers, and completed the housework necessary for their families' survival.
Much more of married women's time was taken up by active participation in the "cash nexus" than U.S. historians have generally thought. We think of today's two-wage-earner family structures as historically unusual, but my argument here is that economic contributions by wives are not so historically unusual. Instead, perhaps what was unusual in American history was the brief time in the mid-20th century during which some families in some industries could be supported by a single wage-earner: in other words, the "living" or "family" wage so long held as a goal by male unionists. These male activists kept pleading for such a family wage exactly because it was so rare, so unattainable for most working-class families across most of U.S.
history. Their families depended on the economic contributions of sons, daughters, and wives in order to survive.
Some women entered into waged employment because of a husband's absence or death, 28. Bose, Women in 1900, pp. 204-5. 29. Quoted in Benson, Household Accounts, p. 36. 
